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' REMARKS 

Claims 1-15 are pending in this application. 



EgiggaQBi U n der^lTT S.C..§ 103(a) 
a . f.laims 1-15 

j • * a „ n A*r is TI S C S 103(a) for obviousness over the 
Claims 1-15 stand rejected under 35 U.S>.<~. S i^W 

teachings of U.S. Paten, No. 6,276,750 ,0 Frisch in view of «he teaching, of U.S. Patent No. 

.0 Rosinski « a, ln view of *. foUowing rental, reconsiderahon of «hese 

^t^ected & r obviousness over me .cachings of Frisch in 

view of Rosinski. However, the primary reference «• «* ^ 

pending appUcation. Frisch was filed in the United States on March «. ^ — 
priority to a German appiication f.ed Aprii 3, .998. Frisch issued on August 2 , 200 The 
ZZ appiication was fi.ed in the United States on March >5, 200. and claimed pno„«y to a 

are both owned by the satne entity (Stiil GmbH). Therefore, pursuant to 35 U.S.C. | .03(c), 
Frisch is not prior art against the pending application. 

Claim 1 is directed ,0 an industrial truck comprising a drives sea, or.en.ed m 
a forward direction, a, leas, one screen located in the vicinity of the driver's sea,, a M 
camera pointing toward the rear of the industrial .ruck, and a, leas, - ^ — 
dir ec,ed ,oward me rear of the industrial truck. The f.rs, camera ,s prov.ded 
area and the a, .east one additional camera is provided to vtew a near area behmd the 
H:!. M c„ The image taken with the firs, camera and/or the image taken w,* *. a, 
least one additional camera can be displayed on the screen. 

Rosinski is directed to a vehicle rear view system in which a veh.Ce operator 
can utilize the norma, fie.d of view of a side view mirror and can also 
utilizing a video display mounted on ft. mirror (Rosinski a, column 3, hues 16-23 and toes 
! 2 m Rosinski, ft. display 3 is moun te d wi,hin <h= side view mirror on ,he ex,enor of 
fte v hide or mounted on a s^ndard rear view mirror (Rosinski a, column 5, hne 
Z in Rosinski, fte rear view mirror is utilized for real time direct viewmg and also as a 
!^t on which to display images by a rear iooking camera. Rosinski spec,,ca„y ^» 
agist a system uti.izing cameras and monitors ,0 a,low visua, observatron of areas no, 
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viewable through Errors. Rosins* states that such sysKms are expensive and requires the 
Iplor to diver, his attention from other vehicie systems, such as the mirror (Rosms* a 
Z 1 ,, Unes 4,-.,. Thus, Rosins* does no, .each or sugges, *. Canned .ndus^ 
Ling a ftrs, camera pointing towards the rear and a, leas, one additional camera d.re ted 
the rear of the industriai truck i~ which me firs, camera is provided ,o v.ew a^,an 
area and me a, leas, one additiona. camera is provided to view a near area behrnd the 
industrial tiuck with the image ta.cn with the firs, camera and/or me image t^enw, * , « 
lea s, one additional camera displayed on a screen located in the v,c„uty of* dnver sea, 
.claimed in claim 1. Reconsideration of the rejection of Cairn 1 is respectfimy requested. 

Claims 2-.S depend from claim 1 and, with the elimination of the pnmary 
reference Frisch, are clearly patentabie over Rosinski. Reconsideration of the rejections of 
claims 2-15 is respectfully requested. 

Claims 12 and 13 stand reject for obviousness over me «achmgs of Fnsch 
andRosins k iinviewofme,eachm g sofU.S.Pa,en,No.5,542,490,oKemsha..e,al. 

As discussed above, Frisch is no, a valid prior art reference agams, me 
pending appHcation. Rosinski has been discussed above. The Examiner relies upon 
Klshall I disclosing an electrical spring sensor located in me vicing of —to 
me driver-s sea, However, me Rosins* and Kemshall combination does no, .each or sugges 
me invention of Cairn 1, from which claims ,2 and ,3 depend. Therefore, Camts 2 an 1 
are no, rendered obvious by .he Rosinski and KemshaH combination. Reconsrderation of ,he 
rejections of claims 12 and 13 is respectfully requested. 
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QQn ^ In view of the above remarks, removal of Frisch as a prior art reference and 

allowance of all of claims 1-15 are respectfully requested. 

Respectfully submitted, 

WEBB ZIESENHEIM LOGSDON 
ORKIN & HANSON, P.C. 
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